To get the best sense of how graduating students demonstrate information literacy skills and how the institution can improve student learning, the Assessment in Action (AiA) project at Anne Arundel Community College (AACC) deployed a combination of indirect measures and authentic assessment of student work, utilizing assessment tools flexible enough to be deployed across the college. The results of AACC's AiA project have provided college practitioners and stakeholders with evidence of the extent to which graduating students demonstrate crucial information literacy skills and with data that can inform decisions about how to foster more effective teaching and learning.
Introduction
The college-wide core competencies at Anne Arundel Community College (AACC) are described as "fundamental learning outcomes" that are "vital to success in work and in life" and are defined as "learning and life skills from the college experience beyond the specific content each class provides."
1 A process at AACC for assessing these core learning outcomes began in the 2012-2013 academic year. As one of AACC's collegewide core competencies, information literacy was slated for assessment beginning in the 2013-2014 academic year. That same year, as a participant in the Association of College & Research Libraries' Assessment in Action (AiA) program, a team contributed to the assessment of students' information literacy by further investigating the mechanisms at the college meant to develop and assess this competency, from program curricula to the teaching strategies and research assignments deployed by faculty.
AACC's AiA project provides an example of "action research," outlined by Reason and Bradbury as a "participatory, democratic process" that is "concerned with developing practical knowing in the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes," a process that takes an "emergent, developmental form" and "seeks to bring together action and
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reflection, theory and practice, in participation with others, in the pursuit of practical solutions to issues of pressing concern." 2 For action research, communities of practice produce communities of inquiry that value many forms of knowledge in the pursuit of practical outcomes.
Establishing timelines for the AiA project, developing assessment tools and processes, and identifying strategies for improvement have required consultation and collaboration among many college practitioners and other stakeholders, most notably AACC's Office of Learning Outcomes Assessment (LOA); the Committee on Teaching and Learning's LOA Subcommittee-a subcommittee mandated to include representation from across the college; AACC's Assessment Fellows, faculty members who work in their departments to encourage and share results of assessment efforts; and Andrew G. Truxal Library's administration and faculty. The AiA team included the Instruction Librarian at AACC, a faculty member who leads information literacy programming at the college; AACC's Director of Learning Outcomes Assessment, whose office collaborates with practitioners and other stakeholders to spearhead and document learning assessment at the college, including assessment of AACC's college-wide core competencies; and a faculty member who teaches and assesses information literacy skills in credit-bearing courses and who has served as one of AACC's Assessment Fellows. The Director of LOA serves as the co-chair of the LOA Subcommittee, and a librarian faculty member is required to serve on the subcommittee in an advisory role, a role the Instruction Librarian filled for the duration of the AiA project.
All degree-bearing programs at the college have been tasked with mapping in their curricula when AACC's college-wide core competencies are assessed, resulting in a robust curriculum map. Once learning outcomes and a curriculum for achieving them have been established, the goals of assessing student learning are to gauge the results of student participation in a curriculum and to identify ways to improve student learning. By reflecting on the assessment process, the college community can more closely align learning outcomes, learning activities, and learning assessments. After establishing a set of college-wide core competencies and creating a curriculum map to identify when AACC's degree-bearing programs should develop and assess these competencies, it was critical to assess the extent to which students who have moved through a program's curriculum could demonstrate these competencies, all the while working to refine learning outcomes and to identify ways to revise and support program curricula to improve student proficiencies.
In conjunction with the Office of LOA, the LOA Subcommittee helps create, revise, and formally approve the processes and tools used for assessing AACC's college-wide core competencies. AACC's LOA Plan outlines a systematic approach for assessing AACC's ten college-wide core competencies, wherein two core competencies are assessed over a two-year period, allowing one fall semester for planning, one spring semester for testing and preliminary data gathering, and then more data gathering during the next fall and spring semesters.
3 Although each pair of core competencies is assessed over a two-year period, those periods overlap so that in most academic years, assessments of four core competencies transpire simultaneously. During the 2013-2014 academic year, for instance, communication and technology fluency were in the second year of their assessment, and information literacy and personal wellness were in the first year of their assessment.
Because each college-wide core competency is assessed during a two-year period, many practitioners and other stakeholders can be involved in assessment designs and deployments by contributing to the development of assessment questions, procedures, and tools. AACC's LOA Plan establishes a cyclical process, so each college-wide core competency is slated for assessment every five years or so, allowing for revisions to
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how AACC's core competencies are defined, how competencies are manifested through curricula, and how learning is assessed. The processes for describing, refining, and assessing college-wide core competencies at AACC continue to evolve.
Since every degree-bearing program at AACC has identified when each of AACC's college-wide core competencies are scheduled to be assessed in their required curricula, studying graduating students provides the best information to ascertain the success of AACC's programs in leading students to achieve the college's core competencies. It can be very difficult to capture data from other student cohorts because students often do not follow a similar path through a program's curriculum to graduation. Community colleges, especially, draw many students who attend part-time, who transfer, who experience breaks in formal education, or who decide to change programs of study so that the only dependable college-wide learning assessments of AACC's core competencies can occur just before graduation. It's the only time that a substantial cohort of students in any particular program, much less across programs, can be expected to be able to demonstrate competency in all college-wide learning outcomes.
As one of AACC's college-wide core competencies, information literacy is described as "recognizing when information is needed and locating, evaluating and using information appropriately."
4 Like all of AACC's college-wide core competencies, information literacy is understood to be integral to meaningful civic engagement and to academic, professional, and personal enrichment. Because AACC's vision is to educate people who "are among the best-prepared citizens and workers of the world," graduating students must be able to demonstrate that they can find, evaluate, and utilize information effectively.
5 So the pressing concern is to determine if sufficient mechanisms are in place at the college to lead students to demonstrate appropriate, vital information literacy skills by the time they graduate.
Literature Review
In assessing information literacy skills as learning outcomes, much literature exists that examines why and how academic librarians should establish and improve the contributions that academic libraries make toward student learning. 6 Most literature on assessing students' information literacy skills also focuses on evaluating students engaged in particular disciplines, courses, or assignments, 7 prompting Hernon to ask: "Will libraries embrace broader assessment and carve out a role, or will they continue to focus on course-level assessment?" 8 Far less literature exists that explicates methods for assessing simultaneously the sufficiency of multiple instructional mechanisms, both inside and outside the library's purview, in leading students to demonstrate desired information literacy competencies.
In college-wide summative assessments of information literacy, or summative assessments of information literacy across many disciplines, researchers have generally used indirect or direct methods, but not a combination of both. 9 Dugan and Hernon, however, encourage the use of multiple, mixed measures, especially when their use can help tie learning outcomes assessments to institutional learning goals.
10 They argued for academic librarians "to develop knowledge, measures, and data collection techniques that cut across" differing perspectives-perspectives like "the user in the life of the library, the user and the library in the life of the institution, and the library and institution in the life of the user"-in order to achieve "a more complete view" of how and to what extent students demonstrate the information literacy skills they've learned, with the resulting perspective resembling more "of a 'jig saw' puzzle entitled 'the library as a partner and contribution to achievement of the institutional mission. '" 11 Likewise, a number of library advocates have started to promote using multiple, mixed measures and tying information literacy learning outcomes to institutional learning outcomes.
12
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Examples of methodologies of college-wide information literacy assessment especially relevant for AACC's AiA project included assessments of information literacy skills at the California State Universities (CSU) and Berkeley College. In the early 2000s, CSU began a multiyear, multiphase assessment of information literacy skills. Among those phases and subsequent efforts at CSU, the deployment of quantitative and qualitative measures are described, as well as the use of direct and indirect measures, involving many constituencies across multiple institutions in the assessment of information literacy skills. 13 Charles outlined the process used at Berkeley College to create an information literacy curriculum map and mentioned a number of assessment tools and objects used and gathered throughout a student's information literacy curriculum, namely "rubrics (including discussion board rubrics), research journals, pre and post-tests, concept maps, website evaluation scorecards, audience response systems, peer-assessment, and bibliographies," which assisted librarians "in measuring IL competencies as skills or enduring traits, such as lifelong learning skills."
14 Additionally, departments had identified within their majors courses from which information literacy artifacts could be culled, and "'assessment days' were scheduled on an annual basis …for representative faculty to work together in looking at the samples of student work and to allow the findings to illuminate changes that should be made to the curriculum and teaching strategies."
15
Using a mix of direct and indirect measures to investigate multiple learning mechanisms makes it more difficult to pinpoint causations and correlations, but the aim of learning outcomes assessment is to gather evidence that will inform changes to academic goals and experiences, not to test hypotheses. 16 Ratteray stresses that agreeing on what assessment data mean does not complete the cycle of assessment; the cycle closes only when improvements have been implemented. 17 It's rigorous educational research that endeavors to establish causations and correlations, but assessment efforts are concerned primarily with measuring the achievement of learning outcomes and, in keeping with action research, with being able to use assessment information to improve learning, not with proving that a particular learning activity or curriculum was entirely responsible for yielding those results. 18 In fact, causation and correlation are often difficult to prove in learning outcomes assessment, especially over the span of degree-bearing programs. After all, students don't learn only through engagement with formal academic curricula: "Many variables exist within a population of students that might affect their information literacy learning outcomes." 19 Students learn, as well, by engaging in extracurricular school activities, work-related pursuits, and personal interests, and these kinds of learning experiences are often extraordinarily difficult to document, much less measure.
Methodology
Little more than a decade ago, Serban noted a lack of "comprehensive models that would guide community colleges in developing an assessment approach that coherently integrates all levels, from courses and programs to the overall institution," but such models are uncommon in higher education overall. 20 AACC's AiA project is uniquely positioned to speak from a community college perspective about information literacy competency assessment in a way that may be relevant to any stakeholder in higher education because it has employed multiple and mixed assessment tools simultaneously: a robust curriculum map, which ties together institutional, programmatic, and course-level learning outcomes; a faculty survey, which has examined how faculty members have developed and assessed students' information literacy skills in the context of particular course curricula; results of authentic assessment of student artifacts, culled from their coursework, which librarians scored with an institutionally March 2016 created rubric; and a review of the content of the assignments that produced those student artifacts.
In fall of 2013, the LOA Subcommittee and the AiA team considered, from a myriad of organizations and institutions, a variety of assessment tools to measure information literacy skills, including standardized assessments (specifically, Project SAILS and iSkills), as well as surveys and scoring rubrics. During the previous academic year, the LOA Subcommittee had devised and used a rubric for scoring student artifacts for communication skills and found the process informative and rewarding. The rubric brought forward by the LOA Subcommittee and ultimately used in scoring student artifacts for information literacy (see appendix A) was adapted from the University of Maryland University College's Graduate School Management and Technology's Information Literacy Rubric for Outcomes Assessment and from St. John's University's Information Literacy Rubric. One row heading was used from St. John's University's rubric, "choice of sources," and is described in AACC's rubric to be when a student "chooses appropriate sources and content of information." Three row headings and respective cell descriptions were used from the University of Maryland University College's rubric: evaluation (student "critically assesses sources and content of information"); incorporation (student "uses information to accomplish a specific purpose"); and ethical use (student "understands and complies with institutional policies related to access and use of information, demonstrating an understanding of academic integrity"). Although librarians would not be able to score most student artifacts for evaluation of sources, it is a critical component of information literacy and so was included among the scoring criteria for those artifacts that could provide evidence of evaluation, such as annotated bibliographies. Column headings were consistent with AACC's rubric for assessing communication skills and with Miami Dade College's Information Literacy rubric. AACC librarians provided additional review and suggested minor revisions for clarity and consistency.
To minimize disruption to the teaching and learning environment, while maximizing the ability to assess and use assessment information to improve learning, works from a random sample of students who had applied by the deadline to graduate with an associate's degree were collected for purposes of scoring. In spring of 2014 (SP 14), fall of 2014 (FA 14) , and spring of 2015 (SP 15), the Registrar's office helped identify all students who had applied by the deadline to graduate with an associate's degree (SP 14: N = 1,026; FA 14: N = 606; SP 15: N = 1,030). A random sample was selected, equaling 40 percent of the total (SP 14: n = 410; FA 14: n = 242; SP 15: n = 411). The Director of LOA sent an e-mail to all identified students, notifying them of the upcoming assessments and providing directions for opting out. Each semester, a number of students chose not to participate and were removed from the assessment (SP 14: 7 students opted out, N = 1,019; FA 14: 9 students opted out, N = 597; SP 15: 11 students opted out, N = 1,019).
For the students remaining in the random sample, the Director of LOA examined their schedules in consultation with the curriculum map to identify courses that were aligned with information literacy and that could provide an artifact of student work for scoring. Of the 410 students in the spring 2014 random sample, 50 had completed their coursework and were not enrolled in any courses in the spring semester; so 360 students (35 percent) of those students applying by the deadline to graduate with an associate's degree remained in the study and constituted the random sample. Of the 242 students in the fall 2014 random sample, 31 were not enrolled in any courses that semester, so 211 students (35 percent) constituted the random sample. Of the 411 students in the spring 2015 random sample, 48 were not enrolled in any courses, so 363 (36 percent) constituted the random sample. In the event that the identified course had been canceled, the next course in the student record was considered. This
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methodology was repeated until a target course was identified for each randomly selected student.
The Director of LOA sent an e-mail to department chairs to share with them the process and to identify the instructors of students who were randomly selected to participate. The Director of LOA then contacted instructors of the target courses, along with their respective department chairs or directors, providing them with the information literacy scoring rubric and asking them to send one relevant sample of a target student's coursework to the Office of LOA by the end of the semester. An email reminder was sent to all remaining instructors a few weeks before the deadline. In fall 2014 and spring 2015, department chairs or directors were also copied on the reminder e-mail.
Once the Office of LOA received a student artifact, all student, course, and instructor identifiers were removed; each work was assigned a random identification number; and a rubric was attached to each artifact in preparation for scoring. Electronic copies of student work were stored in a password-protected file. If an instructor indicated that the selected student was not currently enrolled in his or her course, the Director of LOA contacted the instructor of the next active course in the student's record, along with the respective department chair or director.
In spring of 2014, 20 faculty members submitted 78 student artifacts (7.5 percent of the total) for scoring. The initial goal of 15 percent of the sample was not met, so the Director of LOA re-examined student works submitted for assessment of communication skills in spring and fall of 2013, selecting artifacts for inclusion in the information literacy assessment if they could be scored for information literacy skills (SP 2013: n = 30; FA 2013: n = 21). In fall of 2014, 64 faculty members submitted 76 student artifacts (13 percent of the total). In spring of 2015, 105 faculty members submitted 117 samples of student work (10 percent of the total). Each semester, though the target sample size was not met, all schools at the college were represented among the student artifacts submitted.
Scoring sessions took place on June 2, 9, and 13, 2014; January 9 and February 13, 2015; and June 11, 30, and July 24, 2015 . Each semester, four library faculty volunteer evaluators were trained to utilize the assessment tools and were then asked to score the assignments and student works. Evaluators scored blindly from one another, and, to help increase reliability, two separate evaluators scored one-third of the student artifacts and the assignments.
The assessment of student artifacts was designed to ascertain whether graduating students were demonstrating appropriate information literacy skills in their coursework, while an assignment checklist (see appendix B) and faculty survey (see appendix C) did more to assess the sufficiency of different instructional mechanisms at AACC to facilitate the development of students' information literacy skills, mechanisms like the college's curriculum map, the library's instructional efforts, and course-embedded research assignments. The checklist used to score assignments was adapted from materials originally developed for a study of AACC students' use of the library's online resources. Faculty submitting student works for information literacy assessment were asked to reflect on information literacy in the selected course and to respond to the survey. The faculty survey was dispatched to better understand how information literacy skills are taught and assessed, and how the library's resources and services are used to support and deploy curricula.
It is difficult to assess a process fully, like teaching and learning information literacy skills, by studying only the products of that process, like research papers, portfolios, presentations, and so on. Studying products can rarely address all aspects of the processes that generated them. For example, a student's research paper (a product) doesn't (n = 117) 
Missing (Not Scored)
Beyond the Library 243 usually contain much evidence about how the student conducted research (a process). The decision to use the assignment checklist, along with the deployment of the faculty survey, provided additional insight into aspects of AACC's instructional mechanisms that could not be gleaned from a review of student artifacts. These indirect measures helped to document how students were being asked to develop and demonstrate information literacy skills.
Results
Student Artifact Scoring Results
Samples of student work were scored on a 4-point Likert-type scale (Emerging [1] to Exemplary [4]) in three categories: choice of sources, incorporation, and ethical use. Raters also had the option to score student works as "does not meet emerging" 
Does Not Meet Emerging
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (3%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 3 (5%) 2 (4%) 1 (3%) 2 (3%) Missing (Not Scored) 2 (4%) 8 (23%) 3 (5%) 2 (4%) 7 (7%) 0 (0%) 2 (4%) 6 (17%) 0 (0%)8 (10%) 1 (2%) 6 (11%) 5 (6%) 1 (2%) 4 (7%) 4 (5%) 1 (2%) 3 (5%) (3.5) 1 (1%) 2 (5%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 2 (4%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) Proficient (3)(1.5) 1 (1%) 2 (5%) 1 (2%) 2 (3%) 2 (5%) 6 (11%) 2 (3%) 1 (2%) 3 (5%) Emerging (1) 8 (10%) 2 (5%) 1 (2%) 8 (10%) 6 (15%) 10 (18%) 13 (16%) 6 9 (16%) (0.5) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) Does Not Meet Emerging 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) Missing (Not Scored) 1 (1%) 4 (10%) 2 (4%) 1 (1%) 4 (10%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 4 (10%) 0 (0%)
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More than 60 percent of students scored 2.5 or higher in choice of sources, and fewer than 50 percent of students scored 2.5 or higher in incorporation and ethical use. Scores from both 100-level and 200-level courses were lower for ethical use (see figure 2 ). Course-level differences were found in distributions in all three categories with a greater percentage of students with artifacts from 200-level courses scoring 2.5 or higher in every category. Average scores for students with artifacts submitted from 200-level courses were consistently higher in choice of sources, incorporation, and ethical use, but gains were not statistically significant. See figure 3.
Assignment Checklist Scoring Results
Assignments that required or allowed students to demonstrate information literacy skills were evaluated on the inclusion of instructions from a total of eight categories: specifying number of sources students were expected to find, use, and cite; specifying the types of sources that were acceptable; requiring that students know how to evaluate sources for bias and credibility; requiring source variety to ensure students know how to get information from different types of sources; requiring intermediary steps in the research process; distinguishing between direct and indirect quotations; specifying a documentation style; and specifying requirements about the currency of information used. See table 6. 
FIGURE 3 Average Scores by Course Level
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To help increase reliability, two separate evaluators scored one third of the assignments. See table 7.
Faculty Survey Data
In the spring and fall semesters of 2014 and in the spring of 2015, a survey was administered to a total of 57 instructors teaching 28 different courses in order to ascertain the instructors' familiarity with information literacy, as well as their teaching methods, expectations of students, and use of library resources and services.
For all three semesters assessed, the majority of respondents taught traditional faceto-face classes (53 percent) with course duration of 15 weeks (68 percent). Respondents were primarily full-time faculty (60 percent). Full-time faculty rank varied, with the highest number of responses being provided by tenured (25 percent) and assistant professors (23 percent). Years in service to AACC also varied, with most faculty members working at AACC for one to four years (25 percent).
Discussion
The data collected in spring of 2013, fall of 2014, and spring of 2015 from scoring assignments and student works reveals, as a whole, a large proportion of graduating students did not demonstrate appropriate information literacy skills, specifically in Information literacy should be one of AACC's core competencies.
The course entered at the beginning of the survey should be mapped to information literacy in AACC's curriculum map.
I am confident that I can assess students' information literacy skills.
I am confident that I can assess whether an information source that a student uses in a paper of presentation is appropriate. The course entered at the beginning of the survey should be mapped to information literacy in AACC's curriculum map. In this course, students are expected to do research independently and incorporate information, apart from what is provided in class, into graded course assignments.
When creating or revising a research assignment for students, I consult or collaborate with a librarian.
To prepare students for their research assignments, I teach students how to find appropriate resources.
To prepare students for their research assignments, I ask a librarian to teach a face-toface session.
I ask that a librarian be embedded in my course online.
I encourage students to visit the library's reference desk or to make an appointment with particular librarians to address questions about research.
I point students to open-access online instructional tools (webpages, videos, etc.) that teach information literacy skills and/or concepts.
I require or encourage students to use resources provided or vetted by the library in order to complete research assignments successfully. I require students to use particular kinds of resources (e.g., books, journal articles, newspaper articles, multimedia resources, etc.) to complete research assignments successfully.
I stage research assignments so that student work can be assessed at multiple points in the research process.
I assess the research my students gather before they incorporate that research into their other coursework (papers, presentations, debates, portfolios, etc.).
11 (24%) 10 (22%) 10 (22%) 1 (2%) 5 (11%) I require that students show me how they have evaluated the research that they want to cite.
I evaluate students on their ability to create accurate citations that are formatted in a particular style (e.g., MLA, APA, Chicago Style, etc.).
I use rubrics when assessing students' information literacy skills. Beyond the Library 253 ethical use. However, the data is not meant to be punitive. Instead, the data is being used to begin concerted college-wide and departmental dialogues around information literacy and student learning. The data may, in some areas of the college, lend itself to more detailed evaluations of student progress. These dialogues and efforts are critical to improving the quality of the learning experiences of our students. Score distributions for student artifacts submitted in spring and fall semesters of 2013 were similar across choice of sources and incorporation, with more than 40 percent of students scoring 2.5 or higher in both categories. See figure 4. Score distributions for works submitted in the spring semester of 2014 were similar across choice of sources and incorporation, with more than 50 percent of students scoring 2.5 or higher in both categories. The number of submitted works in spring 2014 was larger, when a specific request for information literacy samples was made, which likely resulted in the submission of more works appropriate for information literacy scoring. Asking for information literacy samples may have resulted in higher scores for works submitted in spring of 2014. In fall of 2014 and spring of 2015, score distributions were similar across incorporation and ethical use, with fewer than 50 percent of students scoring 2.5 or higher in both categories, and with students scoring highest in choice of sources. For all semesters assessed, average scores across the three categories were below Proficient (3), with students on average scoring highest in choice of sources and lowest in ethical use.
The faculty survey results (see tables [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] revealed that faculty members who were teaching courses already mapped to information literacy generally felt confident that they understood information literacy and that they could teach and assess information literacy skills. All faculty members surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that information literacy should be a college-wide core competency at AACC. Almost all agreed or strongly agreed that their courses should continue to be mapped to information literacy. The survey results confirm that AACC faculty members value information literacy as a learning outcome at the institution and in their courses.
Other data from the faculty survey, along with data from the assignment checklist, indicated that, overall, in the directions provided to students for completing research projects, faculty do not regularly express specific expectations about how students should find, incorporate, and cite information. Though 59 percent of survey participants responded that they always or often encouraged or required students to use sources provided or vetted by the library, only 20 percent responded that they always or often consulted or collaborated with librarians when creating or revising research assignments; 28 percent responded that they always or often taught students how to find appropriate sources; 16 percent always or often asked a librarian to teach in face-to-face classes; and 10 percent always or often had a librarian embedded in their online courses. While 25 percent of participants responded that they always or often point students toward open-access instructional resources, only 19 percent encourage students to visit the library's reference desk or to make an appointment with particular librarians to address questions about research. Though 62 percent of respondents evaluated students' adherence to a particular citation style, only 42 percent always or often assessed students' research before it was incorporated into other coursework, and only 28 percent always or often required students to show how they evaluated information sources. Assignment checklist data showed that very few of the submitted assignment directions specified that students should evaluate sources for credibility or bias (7 percent) , and fewer than half of the assignments submitted detailed the number of sources students should use, the types of sources acceptable for students to cite, or a particular citation style that students should employ. See table 6.
March 2016
Next Steps
At the beginning of the fall 2015 semester, finalized data from the college-wide assessment of information literacy were shared with the college community to facilitate further dialogue about ways to foster student learning, but many strategies for improvement were already underway. Noticing that a number of faculty members had submitted artifacts that were not appropriate for assessing information literacy skills, AACC's Instruction Librarian and Director of LOA led breakout sessions at AACC's January 2015 faculty orientation and that same month at AACC's adjunct faculty conference, sessions titled "Information Literacy: What It Is, What It Isn't, and Tips and Strategies to Improve Student Learning." Especially because the preliminary data showed that AACC's graduating students regularly scored below proficient levels, information literacy was the theme of AACC's 2015 Summer Institute, a faculty professional development opportunity co-sponsored by AACC's Office of LOA every May. Dozens of faculty members participated in all or part of the daylong program, which included a keynote speaker who contextualized and problematized the phenomenon of information proliferation and the evolution of information literacy as a competency. Some breakout sessions featured panels of faculty members who discussed the iterative processes they've used for creating, deploying, and revising their research assignments. In other breakout sessions, the Instruction Librarian led workshops for improving research assignments so that they might help students to experience more meaningful engagement with information and to develop more sophisticated information literacy skills. The Instruction Librarian also led breakout sessions during AACC's fall 2015 faculty orientation, "High Impact Practices for Developing and Assessing Information Literacy," and provided another session for the 2015 cohort of new AACC faculty later in the fall semester.
Additionally, the LOA Subcommittee has begun discussions for improving the college's curriculum map. When departments first mapped the college-wide core competencies to courses in their programs, they worked from a general definition of information literacy, but they did not have the benefit of resources that evolved from the first college-wide assessment of that core competency, namely, the rubric used to score student artifacts and the checklist used to score corresponding assignment directions. These tools will help LOA Subcommittee members and AACC Assessment Fellows spur discussions in their departments to tighten alignments of program and course curricula with information literacy learning outcomes. Once the curriculum map has been improved, those courses still aligned to information literacy can be targeted for additional institutional resources and support, including from the library. For courses still aligned with information literacy learning outcomes, as well as those no longer aligned, departments will likely need to revise course descriptions, course outlines, or shared teaching materials, like research assignments common across all or many sections of a course.
One of the primary contributions of AACC's AiA project has been to reinforce for the college community the library's centrality to the development and assessment of information literacy skills. Librarians were consulted, along with others across the college, in the creation of the rubric used to assess student learning. In light of the data produced by the project, librarians decided to delay releasing a new online, general student library tutorial and to revise the tutorial again to incorporate aspects of the information literacy scoring rubric. Librarians collaborated with each other, along with the AiA team, on the revision of the assignment checklist and on the creation of the faculty survey deployed for the project. Librarians alone scored student artifacts, and the scoring sessions fostered invaluable discussions among librarians about how to define, document, and improve information literacy competencies, discussions
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that librarians have continued with other practitioners and stakeholders at the college through formalized professional development opportunities for college faculty and staff, in one-on-one collaborations with fellow practitioners, and through college committee work. After consulting with AACC's Associate Vice President for Learning, AACC's Library Director and Instruction Librarian are drafting an Information Literacy Plan, subject to the LOA Subcommittee's approval, in which the library will continue to lead the campus in addressing the information literacy assessment data and in working to close the assessment loop. The library is poised to support faculty and staff improvement efforts across the curriculum and will document any further improvement efforts before the next college-wide assessment of graduating students' information literacy skills, slated to begin in 2018. *This criterion will be added only if we are able to obtain samples of student work that also capture process. **Evaluators are encouraged to assign a zero to any work sample or collection of work that does not meet "Emerging" level performance.
